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to come up with the money? Do we in-
crease the income tax? Do we increase 
the payroll tax? 

Already 75 percent of American 
workers in this country pay more in 
the payroll tax than they do in the in-
come tax. So I say, no, we cannot in-
crease the payroll tax. Will Members of 
Congress be brave enough to say, look, 
we are going to have to cut back on 
some of this other spending? I cer-
tainly hope they will. Our increase in 
spending at two and three and four 
times the rate of inflation has maybe 
been politically wise in a reelection 
sense, because as you come up with 
new programs and make more promises 
to people and say we are going to take 
care of more of the problems with the 
Federal Government, that means the 
Federal Government gets bigger. But 
since it is unpopular to increase taxes, 
what we have done is increase bor-
rowing. And again, increased borrowing 
is nothing more than a promise that 
taxes are going to have to go up some-
time in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make one last 
comment as I conclude tonight’s col-
loquy on some of the problems that we 
are facing, and that is that we are deal-
ing with Social Security and spending 
and it has been politically wise for 
politicians to put off coming up with a 
solution on spending. So the tendency 
of Congress is we wait until it is al-
most a crisis before we deal with that 
crisis. 

In terms of coming up with new pro-
grams, Members of Congress have 
found that it is easier to get elected be-
cause they go on television cutting the 
ribbon and on the front pages of their 
newspapers when they come up with 
new programs to help people in solving 
some problem. Look, there are lots of 
problems across the United States. We 
have a system of government in the 
United States that has served us very 
well, but government cannot solve all 
those problems, and government should 
not solve problems that States and in-
dividuals can solve for themselves. 

We have a system not because we are 
stronger than people in other coun-
tries, not because we are smarter, but 
because our system encourages hard 
work; it encourages productivity. So 
we have said in our constitution those 
individuals that study and use that 
knowledge, those that work and save 
and invest end up better off than those 
that do not.
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That is a system that other countries 
around the world are now trying to 
copy. Let us get back to that system. 
Let us hold the line on spending, and 
let us stand up and deal with the Social 
Security problem. 

f 

AMERICA GOING TO WAR AGAINST 
IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 

gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I want to take some time to ad-
dress one of the most serious questions 
facing our Nation today, whether we go 
to war against Iraq in the next few 
weeks. 

The tragic attacks upon our country 
on September 11, 2001, transformed our 
thinking about national security in 
this country. In the wake of September 
11, the Bush administration rightly 
sought to define the fundamental mis-
sion of American power around the 
goal of fighting international ter-
rorism. After September 11, the inter-
national community rallied behind 
America’s war on terrorism with un-
precedented unity and diplomatic, 
military, intelligence and other sup-
port. For the first time in its history, 
NATO invoked Article V of the Wash-
ington Treaty declaring the September 
11 attack to be an attack on all 19 
NATO member countries. Within 24 
hours of its introduction by the United 
States, the U.N. Security Council 
passed a resolution unanimously call-
ing on all member countries to support 
the war on terror. 

The subsequent U.S.-led military ac-
tion against the Taliban forces in Af-
ghanistan and the reconstruction ef-
forts that followed received broad sup-
port from the international commu-
nity. 

Now less than 18 months later, the 
situation has changed dramatically. 
Polls show that anti-American senti-
ment is rising around the world, and 
some 70 percent of the world’s citizens 
believe that the United States presents 
the greatest threat to world peace 
today, ahead of Iraq and North Korea. 

U.S. relations with many of our tra-
ditional allies in the North Atlantic 
Alliance are more strained than at any 
point in that organization’s history. 
Moderates in the Muslim world feel 
isolated and have begun to question 
their relationship with the United 
States. Our credibility has been dam-
aged, and our moral authority eroded. 
Many serious threats to our security 
are not receiving the attention they 
deserve. 

How did we get to this state of affairs 
just 18 months after the world commu-
nity united behind U.S. leadership in 
the war on terrorism? How did we so 
quickly squander the reservoir of good-
will that we had immediately after 
September 11? 

The answer lies squarely with the 
Bush administration’s defense and for-
eign policies and the arrogance with 
which they have conducted those poli-
cies. Following the successful military 
campaign against the Taliban in Af-
ghanistan, the administration began to 
redirect its energies toward Iraq and 
the removal of Saddam Hussein from 
power. In his 2002 State of the Union 
Address, his speech delivered just 4 
months after the terrible al Qaeda at-
tacks on our country, the President 
identified Iraq, Iran and North Korea 

as the Axis of Evil; but very quickly 
thereafter it became clear that the ad-
ministration would focus its attention 
narrowly on just one of these, Iraq. 
And even while bin Laden, the archi-
tect of the September 11 attacks, was 
still at large, Saddam Hussein took his 
place as the symbol of the new threat 
facing America. 

Let me make something crystal clear 
here. Saddam Hussein is a brutal dic-
tator and his quest for weapons of mass 
destruction does pose a threat. The 
question for our country is what is the 
nature and extent of that threat, and 
what is the best way for us to address 
it. 

I believe that our objective in Iraq 
should be Iraqi compliance with the 
U.N. resolutions that require Iraq to 
disarm and eliminate its weapons of 
mass destruction and its missiles that 
exceed the 93-mile range. I also believe 
that we must accomplish that objec-
tive in a way that strengthens rather 
than diminishes our national security. 
It would be a tragic irony indeed if in 
the name of fighting terrorism we 
made Americans less rather than more 
secure, both today and in the future. 

Tonight I want to address three 
areas: First, the Bush administration’s 
approach to Iraq; second, the implica-
tions for America’s national security of 
that approach; and third, where do we 
go from here. So first, the Bush admin-
istration’s approach to Iraq. 

Following the President’s 2002 Axis of 
Evil speech, the administration’s goal 
of regime change in Iraq began to take 
shape quickly. As columnist William 
Safire observed, regime change is a dip-
lomatic euphemism for overthrow of 
government or the toppling of Hussein. 

On February 5, 2002, testifying before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, Secretary of State Colin Pow-
ell stated, ‘‘We still believe strongly in 
regime change in Iraq, and we are look-
ing at a variety of options that would 
bring that about.’’

By March of that year the debate in 
Washington over the pros and cons of 
military action against Iraq was fully 
engaged in the newspapers, the talk 
shows and the backrooms. Kenneth 
Adelman, President Reagan’s arms
control czar and a close ally of the 
hawks in the administration, wrote in 
the Washington Post that military ac-
tion to remove Saddam Hussein and 
bring democracy to Iraq would be ‘‘a 
cake walk.’’ Others, including former 
National Security Advisers to the 
President’s father, Brent Scowcroft 
and James Baker, III, argued openly at 
that time against unilateral U.S. ac-
tion to deal with Saddam. 

Even the superhawks within the ad-
ministration recognized that providing 
a legal rationale for regime change 
outside the context of the United Na-
tions could prove tricky. While we may 
have the power, the power to go around 
knocking off nasty dictators, nothing 
under international law gives one 
country the right to invade another 
simply to change the regime. So what 
to do? 
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The Bush administration needed an 

argument, an argument that would 
provide the legal underpinning for uni-
lateral American military action 
against Iraq or other nations that we 
determine to be a similar threat, and 
the answer devised by the administra-
tion was laid out in September 2002 in 
the national security strategy docu-
ment, the so-called Doctrine of Preven-
tive War. That theory is simple. It is 
also tempting. It goes like this: If we 
believe that a country will use weapons 
of mass destruction or arm terrorists 
with weapons of mass destruction 
against us, then we would ‘‘not hesi-
tate to act alone if necessary to exer-
cise our right of self-defense by acting 
preemptively.’’

In other words, the United States has 
the right to strike militarily, even if 
we have no evidence that such activi-
ties are occurring. We do not have to 
know that an attack is imminent, we 
can act on our belief that such action 
may occur at some point. It may sound 
good, but it does not take much to see 
that this doctrine is a recipe for inter-
national chaos. 

Mr. Speaker, just imagine if India 
and Pakistan adopted this approach, 
South Asia would be decimated. The 
Preventive War Doctrine violates every 
principle of international law that the 
United States has fought to uphold. 

The Bush administration was in fact 
asserting that the United States would 
be exempt from the very rules we ex-
pect all other nations in the inter-
national community to obey, because 
under international law we, and any 
other country, already have the right 
to take military action to defend our-
selves against an imminent attack 
upon ourselves or our citizens. If we 
know another country is about to 
launch missiles against us, we do not 
have to wait for the missiles to land, 
we can act preemptively. If we know a 
foreign government is arming terror-
ists with weapons of any kind, includ-
ing weapons of mass destruction, we do 
not have to wait in order to strike. We 
can take preemptive action under Arti-
cle 51 of the U.N. Charter in the face of 
that kind of imminent threat. 

But Iraq does not fit into that frame-
work. The administration has never 
claimed that Iraq was behind the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. It is not an immi-
nent threat. It is not poised to attack 
us. We have no evidence that it has 
transferred or is going to transfer 
weapons of mass destruction to any 
terrorist group. It has never possessed 
missiles capable of delivering weapons 
onto U.S. soils, and it is currently in 
the process under the U.N. regime of 
destroying its missiles with a range of 
over 93 miles. Not even this adminis-
tration has claimed that an Iraqi at-
tack is imminent. 

Now as the administration rolled out 
its new theory of preventive war, and 
molded its approach to Iraq it did not 
want to go to the United Nations origi-
nally, and it also wanted to cut Con-
gress out of the process in the early 

days. Administration lawyers claimed 
that the January 12, 1991 Congressional 
resolution authorizing the first Presi-
dent Bush to use force in the Persian 
Gulf War gave President Bush, the son, 
the right to send American troops into 
Iraq without further Congressional ac-
tion. 

The American people back then 
sensed that things were not going the 
right way. Polls showed that Ameri-
cans might support military action 
against Iraq, but were not comfortable 
with America going it alone. And while 
the administration never conceded the 
legal point about having to go to Con-
gress, it recognized the practical and 
political importance of requesting Con-
gressional support, and it got it. 

The Congressional resolution was, in 
my view, much too broad. It was a 
blank check. It gave the President the 
authority to take whatever military 
action he deemed appropriate without 
returning here to Congress for consent. 
Nevertheless, the Congressional debate 
and the resolution that was passed did 
reinforce the growing consensus that 
the President should work with our al-
lies and the United Nations. 

In November of last year, the admin-
istration itself, divided and under pres-
sure from the American people, from 
Congress and British Prime Minister 
Tony Blair, took the very important 
decision to seek a new United Nations 
resolution on Iraq and put U.S. policy 
into the United Nations framework. 

It was a great triumph for foreign 
policy of this country that on Novem-
ber 8, 2002, the United States got a 
unanimous Security Council vote for 
Resolution 1441, calling for resumption 
of inspections and enforcement of the 
U.N. resolutions on disarmament in 
Iraq. But what were the implications 
for us of going to the Security Council? 

The decision to pursue action 
through the United Nations may have 
solved one problem, but it created an-
other for the Bush administration. The 
administration’s goal of regime 
change; in other words, getting rid of 
Saddam Hussein, did not fit with the 
more limited objective of enforcing 
Iraqi compliance with U.N. resolutions 
requiring Iraqi disarmament. 

Administration hardliners who op-
posed going to the U.N. in the first 
place understood that these different 
goals could lead to very different ap-
proaches. They did not want to get 
mired in the U.N. process, and under-
stood that their goal of forcibly remov-
ing Saddam Hussein from power was 
not necessarily consistent with the 
goal of enforcing U.N. resolutions. It 
was going to be like trying to fit the 
square peg into the round hole. And in-
deed, taking the case to the United Na-
tions Security Council led to the clash 
of goals that is playing out today in 
the United Nations as we speak. 

The U.N. strategy, going to the U.N., 
required the administration to shift its 
rhetoric and public justification of U.S. 
policy toward Iraq from regime change 
to the more limited objective, enforc-

ing Iraqi compliance with U.N. resolu-
tions. But short of a coup, or Saddam 
Hussein leaving Iraq, regime change 
obviously requires military action, but 
enforcing the U.N. resolutions does not 
necessarily require toppling Saddam 
Hussein. And while military action 
may ultimately be required to enforce 
U.N. resolutions, the two goals, regime 
change and compliance with U.N. reso-
lutions, dictate very different ap-
proaches and very different timetables.
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In the U.N. context, the context we 
took ourselves in November of last 
year, regime change is the last-ditch 
option. It only becomes a choice after 
it is determined that disarmament has 
failed. How and when you reach that 
point and what efforts must be taken 
before you get to that point is not 
clearly spelled out in the resolution. In 
this process that we set up, the find-
ings and judgment of the international 
inspectors headed by Hans Blix and the 
head of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, Mohammed ElBaradei, 
hold enormous weight. And Iraq 
through its actions or inactions can in-
fluence the process and its outcome. 
The cost of going to the Security Coun-
cil was clearly going to be over control 
of the timetable as we move forward. 

But while the administration took 
the decision to go to the United Na-
tions, it did not slow or adjust its mili-
tary timetable. The deployment of U.S. 
forces went forward at an accelerated 
pace. The deadline for full deployment 
was mid-February or early March. We 
now have over 250,000 troops in the 
Gulf; and according to news reports, 
they are ready to attack whenever a 
decision is made. But the only deadline 
spelled out in Security Council Resolu-
tion 1441, passed unanimously by the 
Council on November 8, was that in-
spectors were to report to the Council 
on progress of disarmament, quote, ‘‘60 
days after inspections resume,’’ which 
turned out to be January 27, 2003. Reso-
lution 1441 did not provide any guid-
ance as to what would happen if Sad-
dam Hussein was found to be at least in 
partial compliance with the inspec-
tions by this deadline, or if there was 
not a decision in the council to take 
military action by then. It did not fore-
see the situation we are in today, a 
U.N. process focused on the goal of dis-
armament with one timetable and the 
U.S. goal of regime change with its 
own military timetable. 

Let me now talk about some of the 
other arguments that the administra-
tion has advanced as it faced increas-
ing criticism for its approach, because 
there have been a number of additional 
arguments that have been made beyond 
the original argument that Iraq’s quest 
for weapons of mass destruction and 
the possibility that it will give them to 
terrorists pose an unacceptable risk. 
The additional arguments rolled out by 
the administration include, number 
one, an alleged link between Saddam 
Hussein and al Qaeda, a link they have 
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failed to prove; two, the brutal nature 
of Saddam’s regime and the need to lib-
erate the Iraqi people; and, three, most 
recently, in the President’s February 
26 speech before the American Enter-
prise Institute, the argument that the 
overthrow of Hussein would be a cata-
lyst for the spread of democracy 
throughout the Middle East and help 
bring about a final settlement to the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the Bush 
administration’s new domino theory. 

I want to discuss just two of these 
here: first, the argument that regime 
change is necessary because Saddam 
Hussein is evil; and, second, the claim 
that military action will prompt a 
democratic domino effect throughout 
the region. 

First, the argument that military ac-
tion is justified because Saddam Hus-
sein is, quote, ‘‘an evil ruler.’’ The hy-
pocrisy of using this argument to jus-
tify regime change is difficult to ig-
nore. Let us not forget that during the 
Iran-Iraq war the United States sided 
with Saddam Hussein. One of the cen-
tral architects of current Bush admin-
istration policy, now-Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld, played a key 
role in the Reagan administration’s de-
cision to embrace Saddam Hussein in 
the early 1980s. 

Declassified U.S. Government docu-
ments show that when Rumsfeld vis-
ited Baghdad in December 1983 as a spe-
cial Presidential envoy to pave the way 
for the normalization of U.S.-Iraq rela-
tions, Iraq was using chemical weapons 
on a daily basis in defiance of inter-
national conventions. Five years later, 
in 1988, at the end of the Iran-Iraq war, 
I traveled to the Iraq-Turkish border as 
a staffer on the U.S. Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee with my col-
league Peter Galbraith. At that time, 
thousands of Kurds were fleeing across 
the border to seek refuge in Turkey. 
We interviewed hundreds of those refu-
gees and documented Iraq’s use of 
chemical weapons against the Kurdish 
people. Our report formed the basis for 
legislation to impose economic sanc-
tions against Iraq for its use of chem-
ical weapons against the Kurds. The 
bill passed the United States Senate; 
but the Reagan administration, which 
included many of the key players in to-
day’s debate, many people who are now 
in the Bush administration, opposed 
and helped stop that sanctions legisla-
tion when it came here to the House of 
Representatives. I challenge anyone to 
explain to me how you can oppose eco-
nomic sanctions in 1988 in response to 
Iraq’s use of chemical weapons against 
civilians and then today turn around 
and say that those same actions justify 
U.S. military force in 2003. 

Moreover, if Saddam Hussein’s use of 
chemical weapons against his own peo-
ple was the reason for military action, 
we should have finished the job during 
the Persian Gulf War in 1991. Iraq has 
not used chemical weapons since 1988, 
since the time my colleague Peter Gal-
braith and I went to the Iraq-Turkish 
border at the end of the Iran-Iraq war. 

But 3 years later in 1991, not only did 
we not remove Hussein in Baghdad but 
at the end of the war we looked the 
other way, the United States looked 
the other way for many days, while 
Saddam Hussein turned his guns on the 
Shias in the south and the Kurds in the 
north. This history, I think, exposes 
the hypocrisy of the position the gov-
ernment has taken today and the will-
ingness of some people in the adminis-
tration to say anything to further their 
ends. The liberation of the Iraqi people 
is certainly a desirable goal, but it is 
also an argument that could be applied 
to many other countries with brutal 
regimes around the world. It is not by 
itself sufficient justification for U.S. 
military action. 

Now, more recently, the administra-
tion has advanced the argument that 
the removal of Saddam Hussein will 
not only liberate the Iraqi people but 
will result in the spread of democracy 
throughout the Middle East. Pro-
moting democracy in the Middle East 
is a very attractive goal, but one this 
administration has neglected until 
now. We have made only feeble efforts 
to push even generally supportive gov-
ernments in Saudi Arabia and Egypt to 
move toward more openness and more 
democracy. And after calling for great-
er democratization of the Palestinian 
Authority many months ago, the ad-
ministration has done nothing to help 
bring that vision closer to reality. The 
belief that democracy is going to some-
how blossom in the Middle East as a re-
sult of U.S. military occupation of Iraq 
is a dangerous hallucination. Since 
when do we think we can implant 
democratic institutions throughout a 
region with no experience in democ-
racy through some kind of big bang 
theory? True democratic change must 
come from within the region. It cannot 
be imposed from without. We have not 
begun to succeed at building democ-
racy in Afghanistan. On what basis do 
we think we can do much better in 
Iraq, let alone the entire Middle East? 
We need only look at the Balkans, for 
example, at how difficult the task will 
be. 

Four years after military interven-
tion, NATO has 35,000 troops stationed 
in Kosovo, a region of less than 2 mil-
lion people, and their departure date is 
not yet on the horizon. Most experts 
believe that the withdrawal of those 
troops and others in Bosnia would re-
sult in a return to violence and hos-
tilities. Iraq is a country of 23 million 
people. Like Yugoslavia, it is an artifi-
cial construct, in this case strung to-
gether by the British colonial powers 
and made up of three major groups, 60 
percent Shia, 30 percent Sunni, 10 per-
cent Kurds. The President has pre-
sented this utopian vision of democ-
racy breaking out in the Middle East 
after we invade Iraq. It is just as easy 
to imagine a scenario where difficulties 
in Iraq and the American action there 
fuel resentment toward occupying 
American troops and inflame the re-
gion against us, strengthening the 

hands of radical Islamic fundamental-
ists and making it more difficult to 
promote democracy and other U.S. 
goals in the region. 

I recently came across an analysis of 
the imposing postwar task that we 
would face in Iraq, and I would like to 
share it with you. This is a quotation: 

‘‘It is not clear what kind of govern-
ment you would put in. Is it going to be 
a Shia regime, a Sunni regime, or a 
Kurdish regime? Or is it one that tilts 
toward the Ba’athists, or one that tilts 
toward the Islamic fundamentalists? 
How much credibility is that govern-
ment going to have if it is set up by the 
U.S. military? How long does the U.S. 
military have to stay to protect the 
people that sign on for that govern-
ment? And what happens to it when we 
leave?’’

These are the comments of none 
other than then-Secretary of Defense 
DICK CHENEY, speaking in April 1991 in 
support of former President Bush’s de-
cision to turn back on the road to 
Baghdad after we took Saddam Hus-
sein’s forces out of Kuwait. In fact, I 
agree with the 1991 DICK CHENEY. It 
will be a difficult, a costly and risky 
task to undertake the reconstruction 
of a postwar Iraq. It will take a long 
time, much longer than the 2 years the 
administration has suggested. It will 
take a sizable U.S. troop presence. And 
the U.S. Army’s top uniformed officer 
has estimated that it would take hun-
dreds of thousands of troops to feed the 
hungry and to keep the peace. Military 
action will also require enormous re-
sources. Unofficial Pentagon estimates 
put the cost of the war alone at be-
tween $65 and $90 billion. The costs of 
reconstruction will be billions more. 

So what are the implications? What 
are the implications of this policy for 
our security? I want to offer three ob-
servations: first, that the administra-
tion’s approach to Iraq and the arro-
gance with which it has pursued its 
goals has badly damaged our ability to 
get the cooperation we need from oth-
ers to protect our security interests 
and wage our long-term fight against 
terrorism. First, the administration’s 
policies have triggered a rapid rise in 
anti-American sentiment around the 
world. There are those whose response 
to this sentiment is, hey, who cares? 
Their attitude: we’re the big guys on 
the block, so who cares what they 
think? That swagger may make us feel 
good, but it is foolish. I care what the 
rest of the world thinks. We all should. 
We should care for the simple reason 
that what others think has an impact 
on our security. If our actions loosen 
our ties to our friends and allies, it un-
dermines our ability to work together 
to combat terrorism. If our actions 
generate hatred and fuel the ranks of 
al Qaeda, it will increase the risk of at-
tack upon us. If our actions undermine 
public support for friendly foreign gov-
ernments, we may lose much more in 
the long run than we gain today. We 
may choose not to change our policies 
based on what others think, but it is 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 04:50 Mar 12, 2003 Jkt 019006 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11MR7.100 H11PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1738 March 11, 2003
foolish not to try to understand the 
views of others when our own security 
is at risk. 

Having the support of our friends and 
allies in the international community 
is important to the achievement of 
most of our foreign policy objectives. 
With respect to Iraq, cooperation 
would both reduce the cost of war and 
increase the prospects of winning the 
peace. In the 1991 Persian Gulf War, 
former President Bush and then-Sec-
retary of State James Baker received 
U.N. Security Council backing for the 
use of force to expel Saddam Hussein 
from Kuwait. They assembled an im-
pressive coalition of forces and suc-
ceeded in sharing the burden of the 
war. The military forces of 18 other 
countries participated in the Persian 
Gulf War, and more than 85 percent of 
the costs of that war were borne by 
others. In the current conflict, we face 
the opposite problem. Instead of having 
others help bear the burden, we are 
having to pay others to participate. 
Hence, some have dubbed the coalition 
that the administration has assembled 
not the coalition of the willing, but the 
coalition of the bought. 

Having international support in Iraq 
would also greatly increase the pros-
pects of winning the peace. In addition 
to providing financial and peace-
keeping support, truly multilateral ac-
tion in Iraq would help defuse any 
anger that otherwise would be directed 
solely against the United States. It 
would also be very helpful to have U.N. 
participation in the immediate postwar 
governing structure in Iraq to show 
that this is not a war of the United 
States against the Islamic and Arab 
worlds, but the world against Saddam 
Hussein. 

Secondly, the Bush approach to Iraq 
has badly soured our relations with our 
NATO allies. As I mentioned earlier, 
the first and only time in the history 
of NATO that we invoked article 5 of 
the Washington treaty declaring an at-
tack on one member to be an attack on 
all was after September 11. This dra-
matic action was followed by unprece-
dented cooperation in various aspects 
of the war on terrorism and the U.S.-
led action in Afghanistan. In January, 
2002, President Bush met in the Rose 
Garden with German Chancellor 
Schroeder and warmly praised Ger-
many’s role in the fight against ter-
rorism, in particular for hosting the 
Bonn conference for multilateral as-
sistance for the reconstruction of Af-
ghanistan and the German role in 
training the Afghan police force. This 
sentiment has now given way to Sec-
retary of Defense Rumsfeld’s Euro-
bashing, including his incendiary com-
ments comparing Germany to Libya 
and Cuba. The division in NATO is 
greater today than at any other time 
in its history. Never before have sev-
eral NATO allies actively worked to 
defeat a U.S. proposal in the Security 
Council. 

What caused this dramatic turn-
about? The administration expected 

our allies to fall in lockstep behind its 
assessment of the Iraqi threat, behind 
its assessment of the extent to which 
Iraq has complied with the U.N. resolu-
tion and, most importantly, the admin-
istration’s goal of regime change and 
its timetable for military action.
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This approach probably reminded 
many of the way the Soviet Union used 
to dictate to the Warsaw Pact, rather 
than the traditional dialogue among 
NATO allies. 

For many, the administration’s ‘‘my 
way or the highway’’ approach to Iraq 
rekindled their resentment of the 
unilateralist approach to foreign policy 
issues that this administration took 
during its first 9 months in office, be-
fore September 11. 

During that period, the administra-
tion thumbed its notices at the Kyoto 
Treaty on global climate change, 
walked away from the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty and an agreement to 
strengthen the Biological Weapons 
Convention, and demonstrated its con-
tempt for the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty and the International Criminal 
Court. 

While the administration could have 
offered amendments to address legiti-
mate concerns with some of these 
agreements, it chose instead to aban-
don them altogether, totally dis-
missing the views of our allies and 
other nations. 

Much of this unilateral action was 
forgotten immediately after September 
11, but the administration’s approach 
to Iraq has reopened old wounds. Un-
less this split in the alliance is healed, 
damage to our interests could be great. 
Our allies have been extremely helpful 
in tracking down al Qaeda cells around 
the world. They have allowed U.S. 
troops to traverse their air space or use 
their territory for numerous operations 
outside of Europe, including the 1991 
Persian Gulf War. 

NATO currently has 50,000 peace-
keepers in the former Yugoslavia, and 
14 NATO allies have forces on the 
ground in Afghanistan. It is very dif-
ficult to imagine a successful U.S.-led 
operation in Iraq without the support 
both during the war and during the re-
construction period without the sup-
port of many of our NATO allies. 

Third, the administration’s Iraq pol-
icy has undermined the United Na-
tions. After the September 11 attacks, 
the United Nations Security Council 
unanimously adopted an American 
sponsored resolution to oblige all 189 
member states to crack down on ter-
rorism. Our ambassador to the United 
Nations, John Negroponte, called it 
‘‘an unprecedented resolution on ter-
rorism in the work of the United Na-
tions.’’

Today, the administration argues 
that the United Nations will become ir-
relevant if it does not immediately 
adopt a second resolution supporting 
military force in Iraq. But it is dis-
ingenuous to claim that we are con-

cerned with the credibility of the 
United Nations and, at the same time, 
state that we will refuse to be bound by 
the Security Council unless it goes our 
way. Essentially our position is, the 
UN is relevant and credible only as 
long as it votes with us. 

This kind of behavior undermines the 
legitimacy of the Security Council and 
the UN process. How can we credibly 
seek UN assistance and cooperation in 
the post-war building of Iraq, as we 
are, if we are unwilling to show respect 
for the UN process? 

We cannot afford to forget the wide 
array of important issues that the 
United Nations deals with each day, 
from AIDS in Africa, peacekeeping in 
the Balkans, Cyprus, the Middle East 
and elsewhere. It is very much in our 
interest to have a viable and strong 
United Nations, and our actions should 
not undermine this goal. 

Second, the administration’s ap-
proach is likely to increase the risk of 
terrorist attack against the United 
States and threatens to plant the seeds 
for more deep-seated resentment in the 
Muslim world. 

Last October, the CIA testified open-
ly that Iraq for now, ‘‘appears to be 
drawing a line short of conducting ter-
rorist attacks.’’ In the United States. 
But, ‘‘should Saddam conclude that a 
U.S.-led attack could no longer be de-
terred, he probably would be much less 
constrained in adopting terrorist ac-
tions.’’

In testimony before the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee on February 6, 2003, 
CIA director George Tenet stated it 
this way: ‘‘The situation in the Middle 
East continues to fuel terrorism and 
anti-U.S. sentiment worldwide.’’

In the short-term, I think it is clear 
that the threat to Americans will 
grow. The real question is whether it 
will lead to a higher risk of terrorist 
attack in the long term. 

Moderates in the region in the Middle 
East fear that a U.S. invasion will gal-
vanize radical and ultra-conservative 
forces and lend them new credibility 
and legitimacy, swelling their ranks 
and increasing violent attacks. We 
should not forget that bin Laden has 
pointed to the U.S. presence in Saudi 
Arabia, our military presence there, 
the infidels in the Islamic sites of 
Mecca and Medina, as the catalyst for 
his deep-seated resentment of our Na-
tion. One can only imagine that a U.S. 
military occupation of Baghdad, U.S. 
alone, could be a recruiting bonanza for 
al Qaeda and other terrorist groups. 

Others argue that the war on Iraq 
will lead to regime change in the Mid-
dle East, but not the kind the adminis-
tration envisions. Instead, the first re-
gimes to go could be in Jordan and 
Pakistan, where pro-western govern-
ments have a fragile hold on angry pop-
ulations. If Pakistan topples, many 
warn, al Qaeda could gain access to the 
nuclear weapons that Pakistan has. 

The administration’s single-minded 
focus on Iraq has also pushed out the 
consideration of other issues and badly 
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skewed our national security prior-
ities. Osama bin Laden is still at large. 
Despite the recent arrests in Pakistan, 
other key al Qaeda operatives are at 
large. Dramatic attacks, like the one 
in Bali, Indonesia, earlier this year, 
demonstrate that the international 
terrorist network is alive and well. 

By elevating the threat of Iraq to the 
most dangerous threat to American se-
curity today, the Bush administration 
has helped create the impression that 
Iraq possesses the ability somehow of 
‘‘blowing the United States off the face 
of the Earth.’’ In fact, while Iraq cer-
tainly presents a threat to its neigh-
bors, and, in a worst case scenario, 
could act to facilitate a terrible ter-
rorist attack on this country, it does 
not possess nuclear weapons, which are 
the most dangerous weapons of mass 
destruction, and, unlike North Korea 
or Iran, is subject to an international 
inspections regime ongoing which can 
prevent it from making progress to-
ward that goal. 

In fact, it is instructive to remember 
that of the three countries identified as 
the ‘‘axis of evil’’ in the President’s 
2002 State of the Union address, Iraq is 
the country farthest away from acquir-
ing such weapons. 

So, far from a simple ‘‘us versus 
them’’ world that the Bush administra-
tion has painted, America faces a na-
tional security challenge of enormous 
complexity. We must simultaneously 
cope with several separate and poten-
tially grave threats, from Iraq to North 
Korea and the continuing threat of 
international terrorist networks. With-
out progress on nuclear nonprolifera-
tion, this list could grow quickly. 

At the same time, we remain com-
mitted to an ongoing military presence 
in the states of the former Yugoslovia 
and to the elusive process of a nego-
tiated settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. Lack of progress in both these 
areas could set back American security 
interests and lead to an escalation in 
violence and terrorism. In South Asia, 
two nuclear countries are poised army-
to-army along a fragile border. And the 
list goes on. Eliminating Saddam Hus-
sein will not address these very real 
problems. 

So, finally, where do we go from 
here? We find ourselves at a crossroads. 
There is little daylight left. It is not a 
question of whether or not we can de-
feat Saddam Hussein militarily. We 
can. Rather, it is a question of the 
long-term risks to our security by pro-
ceeding in a manner that alienates our 
friends, creates opportunities for our 
foes, weakens the rule of law and un-
dermines America’s moral authority. 

If the threat can be met in other 
ways, then why would we not pursue 
those options to their fullest? Some 
have argued that it is too late, that the 
cost of the huge U.S. deployments 
overseas demand that these troops not 
be brought home without seeing mili-
tary action. 

I disagree. The stakes are too high 
for that kind of thinking. The costs, 

both human and financial, of deploying 
U.S. troops in the region, are insignifi-
cant compared to the costs of full U.S. 
military intervention and reconstruc-
tion of post-war Iraq. 

We should not use our troop deploy-
ments as an excuse to act under an ar-
tificial timetable. Those deployments 
have played a role in achieving the 
more muscular inspections that we 
have seen in recent months. 

We can always choose to take mili-
tary action, but we cannot put the 
genie back in the bottle once we go 
down that road. Last Friday, Mr. 
ElBaradei, the Director of the IAEA, 
reported that there was no evidence of 
resumed nuclear activities in Iraq. He 
showed that the United States had un-
wittingly supplied the UN with forged 
documents to try and support our 
claim that Iraq had revived its nuclear 
weapons program. 

The chief UN weapons inspector, Dr. 
Blix, who Secretary of State Powell 
has praised in the past as man of integ-
rity and professionalism, Blix reported 
that Iraq had made progress toward 
disarmament and stated that the in-
spection process could be completed in 
a matter of months. 

The use of force is a powerful and 
very important tool of foreign policy, 
but one that should generally be used 
as a last resort, when all other options 
fail. The heightened pressure the Bush 
administration has brought to bear on 
Iraq has focused world attention on 
Baghdad and reaped modest, but impor-
tant, results with respect to Iraqi dis-
armament. I think most of the world 
believes that enforced UN inspections 
still have the potential to bring us to 
our primary goal, the disarmament of 
Iraq. 

I believe the United States should 
give this process more time, both to 
further the goal of disarmament and to
build broader international support for 
military action, should that become 
necessary to enforce the resolutions. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I believe 
that the overall approach this adminis-
tration has taken is taking us in a dan-
gerous direction. I believe our moral 
standing, our greatest source of 
strength, has been diminished. We can-
not build a more democratic and a 
more open world on the administra-
tion’s policies of preventative war, dis-
dain for international law and neglect 
of international cooperation. 

We have our work cut out for us. We 
must fight for policies that help re-
build America’s moral authority in 
world affairs. We must articulate a 
credible alternative foreign policy doc-
trine that is not based on American 
exclusionism, but on America’s stake 
as a leading partner in a diverse inter-
national community. 

We are a strong and rich country. We 
experienced a terrible tragedy on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, but we do not have to 
act out of fear. Our strongest weapon 
against hatred and extremism are our 
high ideals, our democratic example 
founded on the rule of law. We cannot, 

we must not, allow this administration 
in the name of those ideals to pursue 
policies that are not worthy of our Na-
tion’s great history. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

f 

DEALING WITH A DEADLY 
CHALLENGE ON IRAQ 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and congratulate him on a 
very fine and thoughtful statement. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a good possi-
bility that our country will be at war 
in Iraq before the month is out. The 
President held out little hope for any 
alternative approach to disarming Iraq 
at his press conference last Thursday. 
Yet a majority of the American people 
continue to urge for more time for in-
spections while we are facing some-
thing close to a diplomatic meltdown 
with major allies. A failure to secure 
allied support will have major con-
sequences for every American. Our citi-
zens alone will shoulder the financial 
burden of this war and its aftermath. 
Our troops will need to be kept indefi-
nitely in post-war Iraq, our country 
alone as an occupying force will be the 
target of hatred, resentment and hos-
tility from many in the Arab world, 
and America will risk losing our stand-
ing among the world’s democracies as 
one who leads by moral suasion and ex-
ample as well as by military might. 

Pollsters here at home say they have 
rarely seen an issue where the public’s 
reaction is more conditional or ambiv-
alent. Tonight I want to suggest this is 
because the Bush administration has 
not answered basic questions about 
this war and has backed us into a situ-
ation where we seem to be choosing be-
tween equally unsatisfactory ways of 
dealing with what most agree is a dead-
ly challenge.

b 2245 

The distinguished historian William 
Leuchtenburg citing Thomas Jeffer-
son’s maxim that ‘‘great innovation 
should not be forced on slender majori-
ties,’’ recently contrasted George W. 
Bush’s unilateralism to the behavior of 
previous wartime Presidents and found 
him ‘‘unique in his defiance of so much 
international and domestic opinion.’’

Many of our constituents believe 
that the full range and intensity of 
public opinion has not been visible or 
audible in Congress. One reason is that, 
by our vote of October 10 which gave 
the President an open-ended authoriza-
tion for the use of force, this institu-
tion forfeited its coordinate decision-
making role. Mr. Speaker, an up or 
down vote on a resolution authorizing 
force is at best a blunt instrument for 
checking the executive’s constitutional 
dominance of foreign and military pol-
icy; but by granting unchecked author-
ity months in advance, we made that 
instrument blunter yet. 

Still, I believe the questions and the 
challenges to the President’s approach 
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